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' Office of Oil ‘Spill Damage
- Assessment and Restoration
. ‘PO, Box 210029 - :
- Auke Bay, Alaska 39821

 June 25, 1993 -

' 'MEMORANDUM FOR: ~ Regtoration Team

FROM: . ' . Jo trand -
‘ " . ..Cg=¢hair, Restoratlon Plannlng

. 1anning ‘Work Group
SUBJECT: ‘ - . Restoratlon Monltorlng Plannlng Update :

‘REFERENCE: l"'.‘ *-(1) Monltorlng Recovery Following the Exxon'
gl B Valdez 0il Spill: A Conceptual
'ﬂfMonltorlng Plan (Draft. Final).

(2) 1993 Draft Work. Plan (Pro;ectv9304i, |
- page 166) .- Comprehensive Restoration -
- Monitoring” Plan Phase 2 S

-(3)‘ V.Draft Request For Proposals = Develop -
- Detailed De51gn SpeCJ.flcatlons for
VComprehensnze and Integrated Monitoring
- Plan

on Jurne 29th, we again will dlscuss the progress of monitoring
planning. As a means of focusing -discussion on future monitoring-
planning needs, the RPWG will provide an overview of the planning.
document "being finalized by Parametrix Inc., highlighting salient
results and recommendations. Before the meeting, you might again
review the Draft Final Conceptual Plan (Reference 1) which was
forwarded to you on May  18th, noting that this was an early draft:
and that the final version will have undergone re-organization
and extensive editing following peer review. From a technical
perspective, however, I think the draft is still useful to
introduce technical concepts. I should have a copy of the final
Parametrix document for distribution on the 29th.

I would expect that we also will discuss Project 93041 (Reference
2) and the Draft RFP for Phase 2 (Reference 3). Please call if
you need an another copy of the RFP. The RFP was sent to David.
Gibbons March 24th for subsequent distribution and review by the
Restoration Team. Thank you.

Distribution: RT
RPWG
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
-'National Oceanic and Atmaospheric Admumstratmn

l: National Marine Figheriss Sorvics

' Office of Oil Spill Damage
Assessment and Restoration
- P.0. Box 210029 -
' Auke Bay, Alaska 99821

July 23, 1993

MEMORANDUM FOR:

FROM:

SUBJECT: { o & se of Conceptual Monltorlng Plan Prepared by
e : Parametrlx,.lnc.

By separate letter’ (my July 20th memo), you should have received
a final copy of the subject document. We are also sending copies
to Pete Peterson, Don Boesch, Jim Richardson and Phil Mundy (each
'~ provided comment on elther the preliminary draft or draft final
document) .

-The Restoration Planning Work Group would like to use the
Conceptual Plan as an attachment to the RFP for Phase 2
monitoring planning (Develop Detailed Design Specifications). It
was always the intent that the results of Phase 1 would prov1de
conceptual guldance to develop a more detailed, technical
monitoring plan in Phase 2. You will receive a copy of the
revised Phase 2 RFP dated July 21, 1993 from Bruce Wright or
David Gibbons in the next day or so. We also eventually would
like to see a copy of the Conceptual Plan available at 0il Sp111
,Publlc Informatlon Center.

We hope that you will find that the final document is
significantly improved when compared with the draft final
document that was forwarded to you for peer review in nid-May.

We also hope that you will agree that the comments offered by -
Pete Peterson, Don Boesch, Jim Richardson and the Planning Group
(Chris Swenson, Karen Klinge, and myself) were appropriately used.
in the preparation of the final document. You may not have :
received copies of all the comments; let me know which set of
comments you don't have.

When we discussed our intended use of the subject document with
the Restoration Team (RT) on June 29th, we were instructed to
seek your concurrence. While the RT could agree with and accept
many of Parametrix's recommendations (e.g., use of a conceptual
framework and conceptual models, etc.), the RT also noted that
other recommendations (options) (e.g., how monitoring will be
managed; who will perform the monitoring, etc.) would deserve
much further discussion. However, the RT believed that we
clearly had to move ahead with Phase 2 as quickly as possible.
They also viewed the document as one providing broad guidance for
future planning, and agreed to hold future discussions on which
of the recommendations and options to implement.

el »‘l-r.\an‘,
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Perhaps you would give the document a final review and let us

know what you think. Thank you.

cc: Byron Morris
- Bruce Wright
RPWG
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Mary Sue Brancato

FROM: Jo Strand

SUBJECT: Comceptual Monitoring Plan

I have just completed my review of your final Conceptual
Monitoring Plan. I also asked Barbara Iseah to proof read the
text. While I found that technically the plan is sound, both
Barbara and I found a significant number of typographical errors.
While the errors (misspellings, words left out, inconsistencies,
etc.) are relatively minor and none alter the context of the
document, I will need a '"clean" copy of the report for final
distribution. I have made the suggested corrections in pen and
ink in the text of the enclosed copy. If any comment is not
understood, please don't hesitate to call. I will call from
Anchorage next week to determine when I could expect replacement
pages. Have a good holiday. Thank you.

Enclosure

cc: Byron Morris
RPWG
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF CDMMERB):
Nationai Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
National Marine Fisheries Service
Office of Oil Spill Damage
Assessment and Restoration
P.0. Box 210028
Auke Bay, Alaska 99821

June 15, 1993

Dr. John Armstrong

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Office of Coastal Waters

Water Division, WD-139

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

Dear John:

RE: Interagency Agreement DW13957045-01-1
Coordinate Development of a Comprehensive and Integrated
Monitoring Plan for the Exxon Valdez 0Oil Spill (Revision 1),
Progress Report 3.

A. Progress to Date May 1 through May 31, 1993

Task 1. Obtain Services of Qualified Consultant to Provide
Technical Assistance in the Development of a
Conceptual Design for Monitoring.

On 18 May, Parametrix submitted a draft of their final
product entitled, "Monitoring Recovery Following the Exxon Valdez
0il S8pill: A Conceptual Monitoring Plan." Copies for review and
comment were distributed to the Restoration Planning Work Group,
the Restoration Team, the Chief Scientist, and three members of
the Peer Review Team (Donald Boesch, Charles Peterson, James
Richardson). To date, seven reviews have been received and
forwarded to Parametrix for their use in developing a final
document.

All the reviews indicated that the draft plan provided
excellent guidance to the Exxon Valdez 0il Spill Trustee Council,
although some technical concepts were still fuzzy and needed to
be brought into sharper focus. From an editorial perspective,
however, the document was in need of much work. Some measure of
re-organization was required, redundancies had to be addressed,
and some sections needed to be rewritten. It was still obvious
that the plan was written by multiple authors, and that
Parametrix was best advised to obtain the services of a
professional editor.

Task 2. Design and Conduct Workshop to Develop Conceptual
Design for a Restoration Monitoring Plan

This task was essentially completed at the time the workshop
was held, April 14, 1993.




B. Problems Encountered

Because of the extensive number of comments received during
the peer review of the Draft Conceptual Monitoring Plan, and the
need to undertake a significant editorial revision, we (NOAA)
have recommended and granted a no-cost, time-extension to the
above contract, extending the period of performance from June 11
to June 30, 1993. This will benefit NOAA, the Exxon Valdez 0il
Spill Trustee Council, and USEPA by providing a better quality
final plan.

cC. Funds Expended to Date (May 31, 1993)

There has been no change since the last progress report (May
17, 1993). Three invoices totaling $49,671.96 have been received
and authorized for payment since the beginning of the contract.
Pursuant to the provisions of the USEPA/NOAA IAG, $40,671.96 of
this total was charged to USEPA; the remainder $9,000 was charged
to NOAA.

D. Anticipated Progress (June 1 through June 30, 1993

It is expected that the final Conceptual Monitoring Plan
will be submitted prior to the end of the contract. I have asked
to again review and approve/disapprove several of the key
sections prior to submission of the final document.

Yours very truly,

QSW&
hn A.

Strand, Ph.D.
storation Manager

Attachments

cc: Mark Brodersen
Byron Morris
Stephen Pennoyer
Bruce Wright
RPWG Files
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RESTORATION PLANNING WORK GROUP
EXXON VALDEZ OIL SPILL OFFICE
645 "G" STREET
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501

TO: Heidi Sickles DATE: May 13, 1993
Contracting Officer
NOAA, WASC
Procurement Division
7600 Sand Point Way NE, BIN C15700
Seattle, WA 98115

FROM: John St
ficer’s

i Representative
(Contradt No. S50ABNF300041)

SUBJECT: Parametrix Invoice No. 009549 for March 1993

I recommend approval of the attached invoice. The Contractor’s
costs are consistent with the negotiated price, and progress is
satisfactory and commensurate with the rate of expenditure. I

suggest that the costs to the program be allocated as follows:

Account No. Amount
1) FS 1300/RL1ABW4K/2517 $21,902.29
2 FS 1300/EL1A024K/2517 3,000.00
$24,902.29
Thank you.
Attachment

cc: Lynne Lewis
Byron Morris
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ake Washington Blvd. N.E. Kirkland, WA 98033
2-8880 » Fax: 206-889-8808

Dr. John Strand April 28, 1993
US Dept. of Commerce, NOAA,WASC 55-2417-01 (1)
PO Box 2010029

Auke Bay, AK 99821-0029

SUBJECT: PARAMETRIX INVOICE NO. 009549 FOR MARCH 1993 CONSULTING
SERVICES FOR: EXXON VALDEZ CONCEPTUAL MONITORING

Dear John:

Enclosed is our invoice for services rendered in March 1993. The attached invoice requests
payment for $24,902.29.

The majority of the work performed on Task 1 during March consisted of conducting telephone
interviews with approximately 50 peer reviewers, principal investigators, and Restoration Team
members; and revising the preliminary draft conceptual plan to reflect the input received.

Mary Sue Brancato

As project manager, Ms. Brancato managed overall proiect activities including review of materials
submitted by project team members for inclusion in the draft report. Additionally, she facilitated
approximately half of the telephone interviews, and synthesized the information obtained into the

draft conceptual monitoring plan document.

Tracey McKenzie

Ms. McKenzie was responsible for conducting approximately half of the telephone interviews and
assisted in synthesizing the information obtained into the draft conceptual monitoring plan
document. -

Ronald Shimek

Dr. Shimek provided the initial draft of the sampling plan for marine benthos of intertidal and
subtidal communities. He also assisted in the review of earlier drafts of the conceptual

monitoring plan and participated in telephone interviews.

Margaret Spence

Ms. Spence assisted in the preparation of the draft conceptual monitoring plan, including

reviewing elements of other monitoring programs and preparing the section on general guidance
for sampling design.

Thomas Strong

Dr. Strong provided additional input on goals, strategies, and criteria for the conceptural
monitoring plan as well as drafting the section of the plan dealing with mammals and avifauna.

AT
Q}fy Printed on Recycled Paper



Dr. John Strand

US Dept. of Commerce, NOAA,WASC
April 28, 1993

Page 2

Don E. Weitkamp

Dr. Weitkamp prepared Chapter 1 material for preliminary draft of the Conceptual Monitoring
Plan.

Rick Cardwell
Dr. Cardwell reviewed portions of the draft monitoring plan with Ms. McKenzie.
Alf Shepherd

Mr. Shepherd participated in the drafting and review of materials prepared for criteria
development.

Dolores Lehtinen\Kim Naughten\Shanon Harris\Caz Anderson\Michael Ehelebe\Sabina
Renn\Mary Haff

The above people were involved in administrative duties, including providing support to Dr.
Weitkamp, Mary Sue Brancato and Tracey McKenzie. Their work included correspondence,
library research, faxing, copying, arranging telephone interviews and general clerical duties.

If you have any questions, please contact Tracey McKenzie or Mary Sue Brancato at 206-822-
8880.

Sincerely,

Don Weitkamp, Ph.D.
Principal

DW:sh
Encl.



Parametrix, Inc.

PO. Box 460
0 Sumner, Washington 98390
206-863-5128 » 206-838-9810

INVOICE: Invoice #: 009549
_______ 04/19/93
Page #: 1

55-2417-01 EXXON VALDEZ CONCEPTUAL MONITORING
Contract #50ABNF300041

US Dept of Commerce,NOAA,WASC
Dr. John Strand

p.0. Box 2010029

Auke Bay, AK 99821-002%

. n o o T A e " > W o e e M t’ £ 4 e et G o e Bl e W ne W A e e W G e e R N A YAs Wi M e e S B e S e e e WA S e S e e b s et $ols e s s e e e

01:Conceptual Plan

Direct Labor 22,819.05

Direct Expenses 2,083.24

Task Total 24,902.29

Invoice Total 24,902.29
TOTAL AMOUNT DUE THIS INVOICE 24,902.29

PARAMETRIX, INC.

Mary S Brancato

TERMS: NET 30 DAYS--PAST DUE SUBJECT TO 1-1/2 % CHARGE.

STATEMENT

Previously Billed 24,769.67 Contract Amount 129,258.00
Tatal This Invoice 24,902.2¢ Billed To Date 49,671.96
Billed To Date 49,671.96 Contract Balance 79,586.04
Paid To Date 8,343.31 ,

Fry
i}é Printed or Resysied Papur
e



Parametrix, Inc.

PO. Box 460
[B Sumner, Washington 98390
206-863-5128 « 206-838-9810

INVOICE: Invoice #: 009549
------- 04/19/93
Page #: 2

55-2417-01 EXXON VALDEZ CONCEPTUAL MONITORING
SALARY & EXPENSE DETAIL

SALARIES ON A MULTIPLIER BASIS

HOURS RATE COST
Caz Anderson 2.00 14.1500 28.30
Mary Sue Brancato 55.50 32.8100 1,820.96
Rick D. Cardwell 1.50 42.8100 64.22
Michael E. Ehelebe 1.00 8.6000 8.60
Mary E Haff 3.50 12.6400 44.24
Shanon L. Harris 26.75 12.9000 383.78
Dolores Lehtinen 18.00 12.6200 227.16
Tracey McKenzie 70.00 25.9600 1,817.20
Kim T. Naughten .50 12.3000 6.15

.50 14.0400 91.26
50 20.4400 30.66
.50 24,1100 855.91

Sabina J. Renn
Alf D, Shepherd
Ronatd L. Shimek

g2 O N WU s O
{7 )
(=}

3
Margaret E. Spence 3 20.5200 718.20
Thomas R. Strong 25.50 20.0500 511.28
Donald E. Weitkamp 24,00 41.6700 1,000.08
3086.75 7,608.00
Overhead @ 169% 12,887.52
20,465 57
Professional Fee _2,3h3,53
22,819.05
Fixed Fee Budgetg 8,642.00
Billad To Date 4,571.26
Balance Fee Amt. 3,770.74
OTHER DIRECT CHARGES
COST/QTY RATE AMOUNT
Airline Fares
Bankcard Center 1,602.72 1.1500 1,843.13
Courier Services
Federal Express Corp. 57.80 1.1500 66.24
Documents, Maps
State of Alaska 15.92 1.1500 18.31



Parametrix. Inc.

PO. Box 460
[B - Sumner, Washington 98390
206-863-5128 - 206-838-9810

INVOICE: Invoice #: 009549
_______ 04/19/93
Page #: 3

55-2417-01 EXXON VALDEZ CONCEPTUAL MONITORING
SALARY & EXPENSE DETAIL

01:Conceptual Plan . (CON'T)
| COST/QTY RATE AMOUNT
Rental Car :
Budget Rent-A-Car 72.00 1.1500 82.80
Mileage »
Empioyee mileage 133.00 milte(s) L2800 37.24
Par'king
Sabina J. Renn 17.50 1.0000 17.50
Suppﬁes
Sabina J. Renn 4.00 1.0000 4.00
Per Diem
Donald E. Weitkamp 14,02 1.0000 14.02
2,083.24
X% Total Project 55-2417-01 24,902.29

£
[ IS : - R
i Printed on Recycied Pper



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

National Marine Fisheries Service
Office of Oil Spill Damage

Assessment and Restoration vaé“
P.0. Box 210029 ‘
Auke Bay, Alaska 99821 Y

May 17, 1993

Dr. John Armstrong
Office of Coastal Waters
Water Division, WD-139
1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, WA 98101

Dear John:
RE: Interagency Agreement DW13957045-01-1
Coordinate Development of a Comprehensive and Integrated

Monitoring Plan for the Exxon Valdez 0il Spill (Revision 1),
Progress Report 2.

A Progress to Date (January 1 through April 30, 1993)

Task 1. Obtain Services of Qualified Consultant to Provide
Technical Assistance in the Development of a
Conceptual Design for Monitoring.

As indicated in Progress Report 1, NOAA, NMFS hired
Parametrix, Inc. to assist the Exxon Valdez 0il Spill Trustee
Council in developing a conceptual monitoring design.

On January 27th, the Restoration Planning Work Group met
with Parametrix to discuss in detail the approach to be used in
addressing each of the issues listed in the Request for Proposals
(RFP included in Progress Report 1). An outline (see ATTACHMENT
1) for the Draft Conceptual Monitoring Plan was also presented
and adopted.

At the heart of the Parametrix approach is a conceptual
framework that could be used by the Trustee Council as a tool for
developing and refining effective monitoring, and as a guide for
decisions on what to monitor, where, when and how. It also
establishes the relationships among those who require and those
who produce monitoring information, as well as establishing how
monitoring could be integrated and coordinated among the various
activities. This approach borrows heavily from the National
Research Council's conceptual methodology for developing a more
effective and useful monitoring programs (National Research
Council, Managing Troubled Waters- The Role of Marine
Environmental Monitoring, National Academy Press, Washington,
D.C., 1990).

Use of conceptual models is the central feature of this
framework. 1In application, conceptual models can be used to




identify the links among resources at risk; the physical,
chemical and biological processes of the affected ecosystem, and;
the human and natural causes of change. Conceptual models begin
as qualitative descriptions of the causal links within the
ecosystem to be monitored. Then based on technical knowledge
(rates of important processes), they can be expanded to include
quantitative elements, such as mathematical or numerical models
to better understand the dynamics of the ecosystem to be studied.
Essentially, conceptual models help define cause-and-effect
relationships and permit testable questions (hypotheses) to be
formulated and evaluated.

Task 2. Design and Conduct Workshop to Develop Conceptual
Design for a Restoration Monitoring Plan

The design of a April 1993 workshop also was discussed at
the January 27th meeting. The workshop was scheduled to be held
in Anchorage April 14th to review preliminary materials for
potential inclusion in the Draft Conceptual Monitoring Plan.
These preliminary materials would largely address the objectives,
~strategies, and criteria to establish monitoring priorities and
reflect the input of the Principal Investigators, the Restoration
Planning Work Group, Restoration Team, peer reviewers as well as
Parametrix. An agenda was developed (see ATTACHMENT 2) and
considerable thought was given to a prospective list of

mardi~in Arcranmand rras Ao rhaAd +had+ ot s*l- ocnzs naor
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reviewer representing each major category of injured resource or
service in addition to the Chief Scientist should attend the
workshop.

The Conceptual Monitoring Planning Workshop was held as
scheduled. Nine members of the Peer Review Team as well as the
Chief Scientist attended. Some 25 other individuals representing
Principal Investigators, the Restoration Planning Work Group,
Restoration Team, and the two Regional Citizen's Advisory
Committees (RCAC) also attended. The RCACs were organized as a
result of the 0il Pollution Act of 1990 and currently conduct
monitoring in Cook Inlet and Prince William Sound.

The workshop was well organized and made good use of the
participants. Parametrix was willing to modify their draft
materials in accordance with the views of the attending resource
experts.

B. Problems Encountered
None.
C. Funds Expended To Date (April 30, 1993)

Three invoices\totaling $49,671.96 were received and
approved for payment during the reporting period. Pursuant to

provisions
2



of the EPA/NOAA IAG, $40,671.96 of this total was charged to EPA;
the remainder $9,000.00 was charged to NOAA.

D. Anticipated Progress (May 1 through June 11, 1993

1) On May 18th, Parametrix will submit for review and
comment a draft of the conceptual monitoring design. It is
anticipated that this document will be reviewed by the
Restoration Planning Work Group, Restoration Team and the Chief
Scientist. A two-week review period is envisioned, after which
Parametrix will have until June 11th to make the required
changes. June 11th is the termination date for the existing
contract.

Yours very truly,

é$

ohn A. Strand, Ph.
Restoration Manager

Attachments

cc: Mark Brodersen
Byron Morris
Steven Pennoyer
Bruce Wright
RPWG Files



ATTACHMENT 1

1.0 Introductlion
1.1 Background (Purpose and intent of project)
12 What is a Coneptual Monitoring Plan?
13  Approach to Coneptual Pl
14  Plan Content '
20  Why Restoration Monitoring?
2.1 Value and Use of Restoration Monitoring
3.0  Definition of Restoration
4.0  Goals, Objectives, and Strategies of Conceptual Monitoring Plan
4.1  Restoration
4.1.1 Ecosystem Level
4.12 Priorities
4.1.3 Standardized Methods for Studies
4.1.4 Standardized Protocols for Reporting
4.1.5 Restoration Aiternatives
4.1.6 Evaluation of Recovery
42  Reference/Baseline Data
4.2.1 Guidance on Database Requirements
4.2.2 Data Base Management including QA/QC
4.2.3 Comparability with Existing Monitoring Data Bases
43  Ipstitutional
4.3.1 Peer Review Panel
4.3.2 Data Dissemination
43.3 Avoiding Duplication of Effort
5.0 Resources and Services to be Monitored
5.1  Monitoring Services (or elements of services)
5.2 Criteria for Evaluating Restoration Monitoring Activities
53 Value of Criteria
54  Guidance on Use of Criteria
DRAFT 3/4/93
55-2417-01 1

L
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Conceptual Monitoring Plan



DRAFT

6.0  Guidance on Sampling Design
6.1  Considerations for what to Measure
6.2  Considerations for where to Measure
63  Considerations for how to Measure
6.4  Considerations for when to Measure
6.5  Considerations for how to Analyse
6.6  Considerations for how to Interpret
6.7  Considerations of Relationship of Monitoring Components to Other
Monitoring Programs

7.0  Processes to Guide Implementation and Management of Restoration Monitoring
7.1  Implementation
72  Management
7.2.1 Contractual Considerations

8.0 Recommndations

DRAFT 3/4/93
55-2417-01 2



ATTACHMENT 2
RESTORATION MONITORING WORKSHOP

14 April 1993

Exxon Valdez 0il Spill Office
645 "G" Street
Anchorage, AK 99501

8:00 AM - NOON

Introduction John Strand
Rectoration Planning

Working Group

Review of Conceptual Plan Process Parametrix Team

RPWG Meeting

Telephone Interviews

Key Informant Interviews
Workshop

Finalizaton of Conceptual Plan
Phase II of Monitoring Plan

® o0 4 0

Review of Workshop Process and Goals Parametrix Team
Summary of Results to Date Parametrix Team
® Prioritization of Objectives
® Criteria for Monitoring Plan Selection
1:00 - 5:00 PM
Discussion of Objectives and Criteria-
Test Application of Criteria
® Written and Verbal Exercise
Closing Summary Parametrix Team
Adjourn John Strand

Restoration Planning
Working Group



RESTORATION PLANNING WORK GROUP
EXXON VALDEZ OIL SPILL OFFICE
645 "G" STREET
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501

Sue Brancato DATE: June 1, 1993

FROM: J rand

SUBJECT: ents on Draft Conceptual Monitoring Plan

Thank you for the Draft Final copy of the Conceptual Monitoring
Plan. While I am now forwarding to you my specific comments, I
fear that others asked to comment may take several more days to
complete their reviews. I still have not received comment from Bob
Spies or from the other peer reviewers. Karen Klinge also has some
comments specific to "end points" and "criteria" that she will FAX
by separate letter. Once you have had time to digest the comments
that you have received, let’s plan to make contact and discuss a
mutual course of action.

General Comments:

1) From a technical perspective, the document provides excellent
guidance to the Trustee Council, although there are at least two
places where key technical concepts still are fuzzy. This may not
altogether be your fault, and we may need to provide some better
clarification. These include:

a) definition of ©recovery and what constitutes each
monitoring component (recovery monitoring, restoration or
project monitoring, ecosystem or long-term monitoring); and

b) the difference between conceptual methodology (framework
or strateqy) and conceptual models.

2) From an editorial perspective, the document is in need of much
work. I believe some re-organization is required (see attached
revised Table of Contents), some redundancies need to be addressed,
and some sections are very rough. It is still obvious that the
report (plan) was written by multiple authors. I also would ask
you to consider some minor format changes. Clearly, a professional
editor will need to spend some time with the plan.

Specific comments:

Re-organization

1) While I generally like what you have presented in Section 1.3

1



What is a Conceptual Monitoring Plan, I would opt to move Sections
1.3.4 through 1.3.8 to a new section in the plan, perhaps this
becomes Section 5.0 Conceptual Approach/Conceptual Framework (see
attached revised Table of Contents). In my opinion, what is
described in your Figures 2 and 3 answers one of our original
questions, "What process or mechanism would best assist the Trustee
Council in determining monitoring priorities?" In devising this
question, we were looking for an overall design methodology that we
could use in developing our monitoring program. I am not being
critical of what you presented (you have given us excellent
guidance for how we should organize our thinking); rather, I would
like to see it presented somevhat differently. In other words,
what is embodied in Figures 2 and 3 should be preqented as part of
the Conceptual Plan.

It is a minor technical point, but I do not consider Figure 2 or 3
to be conceptual models in the same sense as Figure 8 (Section
5.8) is a conceptual model. I would rather use the term
"framework" or strategy to describe what is presented in Figures 2
and 3. These "wiring diagrams" are also "decision trees."
Clearly, use of conceptual models is a central feature in this
framework or strategy. Please refer to my April 30th memo
regarding your preliminary draft for additional comment on this
topic. I also would be inclined to include your Section 5.8 in the
new Section 5.0.

2) I also would take each of the issues that were included in the
Request For Proposals (these are embodied in the questions on pages
13-21) and address them, where possible, in their own section of
the plan. In part, you have already done this. This would avoid
presenting some of the key information up front (on pages 13-21) in
response to the questions, and the rest of the key information in
the specific sections (5.0, 6.0, and 7.0) of the plan that further
address the questions on pages 13-21. Perhaps you include the list
of issues/questions in Section 1.0 Introduction.

3) I am inclined to include your Sections 5.4 Value and Use of
Criteria and 5.5 Criteria for Selecting and Evaluating Monitoring
Activities in a new Section 6.0. These materials are important
enough to demand their own section in the plan.

4) Your Section 6.0 Guidance on Sampling Design, which becomes
7.0, should also be slightly re~-organized. I would take all the up
front statistical analyses information (Greens’ Ten Principles and
what is found in Sections 6.1.1, 6.1.2) and move it further back in
the section and include it in a new subsection along with what you
presented in your Section 6.1.7 Statistical Analyses. I would like
you to first present the information on what to sample, where to
sample for resources and services, then present guidance on
statistical design, e.g., Greens’ Ten Principles and formulation of
hypotheses, etc. Actually, I am still inclined to include this
information in an appendix.



5) As you re-organize and edit your document, try to make it read
as much like a plan as possible. In parts, your document takes on
the "flavor" of a report.

Technical Comments

1) I think there 1is still some confusion regarding the
definitions used to describe the two or three monitoring components
that the Trustee Council will consider for inclusion in their
Monitoring

Program. I would suggest that you go back to my April 17th memo on
this topic. I envision that we will need to discuss this point in
some detail before we settle on a consistent set of definitions.

2) In Section 1.3.7 Data Conversion to Information, you indicate
that it 1is essential to establish a computer-assisted data
management system, yet at the recent workshop, I thought that we
were best advised to avoid building a large, centralized data
management and retrieval system. Please reconcile.

3) Your definition (concept) of recovery in Section 3.0
Definitions of Recovery and Long-Term Monitoring is not consistent
with the definition (concept) of recovery used in the Restoration
Framework (see page 41).

4) I have difficulty understanding what is meant by the first
sentence in Section 4.2.2 Needs 8Specific to Monitoring the
Effectiveness of Restoration Activities. Also, do these needs,
objectives, and strategies adequately address "effectiveness"

(project) monitoring? This again deals with how we define
"monitoring." Do we opt for a three component (Recovery
Monitoring, Effectiveness (project) Monitoring, Long-Term

Monitoring) program; or do we opt for a two-component (Recovery
Monitoring and Long-Term Monitoring) program? We again recognize
the need to help reconcile this issue.

5) In Section 5.0 Resources and Services To Be Monitored, how do
we handle the "ecosystem" component? Is there a recommended
strategy?

6) In Section 5.3 Recovery Endpoints at the end of the first
paragraph, you refer us to Section 8 Recommendations to learn what
your recommendation will be. I would prefer that you include your
recommendation in its entirety in this section. Section 8, then
could become a summary of recommendations. Does this comment apply
to other sections?

7) Table 1 in Section 5.3 Recovery Endpoints needs further
explanation, particularly the use of the several symbols. Where is
the symbol for "long-term?" Is long-term the same as "trend?"
What is "achievement of compensatory action mean?" You might go
back through the text in Section 5.3 to see if you have adequately
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explained the concept of "end points."

8) Section 5.4 Value and Use of Criteria should be included in
Section 5.5 Criteria for Selecting and Evaluating Monitoring
Activities. Perhaps this becomes Section 5.1, actually 6.1 (see my
earlier comments on re-organization).

9) Section 5.6 Development of Conceptual Models should be
included in the new section of the report/plan entitled Conceptual
Approach/Framework (whatever). See my earlier comments under "Re-
organization."

10) In Section 6.2.5.3 Commercial Tourism on page 95, I do not see
the relevance of the paragraph dealing with ¢omiiercial fisheries.
Is this meant for inclusion in Section 6.2.5.4 Commercial Fishing?

11) Why isn’t Section 6.3 Relationship of the Exxon Valdez Spill
Monitoring Plan to Other Monitoring Programs a stand-alone section?
Do we need to be concerned with monitoring programs where there is
no geographic overlap? I think not. I also would 1like more
information on each of the relevant programs, that is, those with
overlap. At minimum, I would like to see the full title of the
program, the responsible agency, an address, and a one- or two-
sentence scope description.

12) 1In Section 8.0 Recommendations, I think that in the context of
this report/plan, consensus building applies to the monitoring
planning process, not the restoration/recovery process.

Other Editorial Comments

1) I would like for you to use an "Executive Summary." Your
Summary also is relatively (too) thin. At minimum, you should
summarize what is contained in each section of the plan (see page
vi). It is not enough to simply state what is presented in each of
the major sections of the plan.

2) In your final copy of the plan, I would give some thought to
better separation of the sections of the report/plan. Perhaps
"dividers" and "tabs" could be used; at minimum you should use
color dividers.

3) You should consider inclusion of an "acknowledgement"
section where the names of contributing authors are given, or other
contributions are acknowledged.

4) Throughout your document, you refer to "injured resources and
damaged services." I would rather you say "injured resources and
services."

5) The second major paragraph in Section 1.1 is in part redundant

to that presented in the first major paragraph in Section 1.1.
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6) Some of what is presented in Section 2.0 Why Monitor? is
already presented in Section 1.2 Why Monitor Recovery? Please
address any redundancy.

7) Your Section 1.4 Monitoring Plan Approach and Design appears
to be redundant to your Section 1.3.4. Study Strategy.

8) Your Section Conceptual Model Development under question 2
(page 15) is redundant with what is described in Section 1.3.4
Study Strategy on page 8.

Attachment

cc: Byron Morris
Mark Brodersen
Bob Spies
RPWG
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TABLE OF CONTENTS
(Strand Revision)
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1. INTRODUCTION
1.1 BACKGROUND
1.2 WHY MONITOR RECOVERY?
1.3 WHAT IS A CONCEPTUAL MONITORING PLAN?

This becomes a much shorter section; it provides a brief
description of what is a conceptual plan and its utility. It
includes a brief statement of how this c@ncept is embraced by the
National Research Council.

1.4 MONITORING PLAN APPROACH AND DESIGN

This section includes our (your) approach as you have
done, but it simply 1lists the key issues (questions) to be
addressed. It may clarify what is meant by the issue or question
to be addressed, but it should not include the answers or
recommendations. Rather, these materials are better included in
the subsequent following sections of the plan.

1.5 PLAN ORGANIZATION AND CONTENT

This section guides the reader through the plan, as you
have done.

2. WHY MONITOR?

This section and section 1.2 (Why Monitor Recovery?) are
redundant. This will need to be reconciled. Perhaps one is best
advised to combine the two sections presenting this material in
Section 1.2.

2.1 VALUE AND USES OF MONITORING
2.2 CONSTRAINTS ON MONITORING
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5.1 MONITORING PLAN PRINCIPLES

I.



10.
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GUIDANCE ON SAMPLING DESIGN

7.1 GENERAL GUIDANCE ON SAMPLING RESOURCES

7.2 RELATIONSHIP OF THE EXXON VALDEZ OIL SPILL MONITORING
PLAN TO OTHER MONITORING PROGRAMS

7.1 GENERAL GUIDANCE ON SAMPLING AND STATISTICAL ANALYSES

IMPLEMENTATION AND MANAGEMENT OF MONITORING PROGRAM
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

o

NIV National Marine Fisheries Service
5% | office of Oil Spill Damage K(?w[,
Assessment and Restoration
P.0. Box 210029
Auke Bay, Alaska 99821 7/

June 9, 1993

Dr. Eli Reinharz
Damage Assessment
Regulations Team
Office of General Council
United States Department of Commerce
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
Washington D.C 20230

Dear Eli:

Thank you for the opportunity to review a copy of the Restoration
Guidance Document. This was a long overdue undertaking and will
result in a significant contribution. I regret that I was unable
to comment earlier; I have been consumed with the task of
preparing a restoration plan for the Exxon Valdez 0il Spill
Trustees. Hopefully my comments are not too late and will be of
some help.

In my review, I have necessarily focused on elements of the
Restoration Guidance Document dealing with the Exxon Valdez oil
spill, or elements where I have experience and interest (damage
assessment, restoration science, environmental planning).

Enclosed, also please find two copies of our latest product:
Summary of Alternatives for Public Comment. Perhaps Debbie
French could have one of the copies. We are now in a public
comment period, after which the Trustees will select a "preferred
alternative." We then will prepare the Draft Restoration Plan
and issue simultaneously the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We are still hopeful of issuing the Final Restoration
Plan in February 1994.

General Comments:

This is a generally well-written, carefully worded, well
conceived and complete review of the state-of-the-art of
restoration for injured natural resources. My only concern is
that the document does not address restoration of reduced or lost
human uses (services) in any degree of detail. It is the
position of the Exxon Valdez 0il Spill Trustees that settlement
funds also be used to restore reduced or lost services provided
by such natural resources. Accordingly, we have spend a
significant amount of time developing restoration options for




reduced or lost subsistence use, commercial fishing, recreation
(including sport fishing, sport hunting, camping and boating) and
commercial tourism opportunities. It was the Trustee's
assumption that you could not always restore reduced or lost
services by only addressing restoration of the resource upon
which the service depends. Subsistence is a particularly
relevant example; you need to restore confidence (of the
subsistence user) in the safety of subsistence resources as well
as restoring the subsistence resource itself. 1In this case, we
have attempted to increase confidence by testing subsistence
resources for residual hydrocarbon content.

From a purely editorial perspective, there is some need for
cleanup, but I am generally pleased with how the information is
organized and presented. You might give some thought to
including a reference list at the end of each major section,
rather then opting to place the cited literature at the end of
the document.

Specific Comments:

1) Table of Contents

The Table of Contents is inaccurate. For example, according to
Section 2.3.5 should start on page 2-168. It does not; it begins
on page 2-188.

2) Section 2.3.4.3.4. Option D - Modification to Management
Practices (Birds).

Perhaps you also could consider modification of fishing gear
(gill nets) or fishing times to better protect diving sea birds
such as marbled murrelets. This could be voluntary. A
significant number of marine birds are killed each year in
fishing nets.

3) 8Section 2.3.5.3.4. Option D - Modification to Management
Practices (Mammals). .

We are also considering a voluntary use of different fishing gear
for black cod and possibly other species (Pacific cod, halibut)
in Prince William Sound where the injured AB pod of killer whales
are found. Perhaps using pot gear (pot gear used in British
Columbia and Washington waters) in lieu of long-line will
decrease the number of fishery interactions with AB pod. The AB
pod has historically raided long-lines in Prince William Sound.

4) 8Section 3.2.6.3.1. Case Histories.

Regarding the Arco Anchorage, I seem to remember that longer _
term monitoring at Port Angeles Harbor was undertaken by Blaylock
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and Houghton. Perhaps they did not estimate recovery times for
intertidal communities.

5) 8ection 3.3.2.1. Natural Recovery.
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